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1899 REVIEWS OF BOOKS 597

Thus Burgoyne, soldier, politician, and man of letters, is an interesting
character' and an attractive study. But his personal qualities had no
great share in determining the fate of the Revolution, and, considering
the space at Sir George Trevelyeji's disposal, he is hardly justified in
telling at full length how Burgoyne once when on his travels in England
discomfited a rude practical joker.

Again, Sir George Trevelyan is too apt to allow his interest in the
mere scenery and still-life, as one may call it, of his subject to overlay
the real political issues. With him, as with the historian whose traditions
and methods he has inherited, research is too apt to mean, not judicial
inquiry, but an elaborate quest for details to illustrate a position already
taken up. There is a conspicuous instance of this sacrifice of the essential
to the accidental in the account taken from John Adams' diary of the
journey made by the Massachusetts delegates on their way to the Congress
of 1774 held at Philadelphia. Adams was an acute observer of trifles,
partly because to his sensitive and egotistical mind trifles were apt to
seem important, and he was also a vigorous, original, and at times even a
profound political thinker. In his diary we see both sides of him
reflected. He notes carefully every social peculiarity of those middle
colonies which differed so widely from his beloved New England. Sir
George Trevelyan reproduces at some length these detailed experiences
of travel. But Adams has also recorded other things a good deal more
important of which we learn nothing here. He has told us how he and
his colleagues had been warned that in New York they would be looked
upon as Bepublican incendiaries, how with a painful and unwonted effort
at opportunism they watered down their political sentiments to the
standard which they supposed would suit their hearers, and how as a
consequence they were set down as mere Laodiceans. All this has more
to do with the Revolution than the steeples and statues which Adams saw
and recorded. Nor would any one suspect from Sir George Trevelyan's
account that the Congress was anything but a perfectly harmonious and
homogeneous body. In reality the main interest of Adams' diary lies in
the fact that it records how the divisions which resulted from wide
divergence of interest and from diversity of social habits and political
training were overcome through patience and self-restraint and by the
mastering sense of a common purpose. The question which any intel-
ligent reader at once and of necessity asks is, How did these colonial
delegates, knowing little of one another, with no pre-existing forms or
precedents, with their deliberative machinery all to make, work out their
appointed task ? And to that question Sir George Trevelyan gives no
answer.

The main faults of the book are, as it seems to me, almost inevitably
inherent in the method on which it is framed. As Malebranohe saw all
things in God, so Sir George Trevelyan sees the American Revolution in
Fox and the Whig party. It is primarily interesting to him because it
was for a time the chief field on which his hero and those with whom he
acted displayed their powers. One result is an almost inevitable tendency
to underrate what one may call the purely colonial side of the question.
Aa Brindley thought that navigable rivers existed for the purpose of
feeding canals, so in Sir George Trevelyan's mind there is an underlying

 at U
niversity of B

ath L
ibrary &

 L
earning C

entre on July 8, 2015
http://ehr.oxfordjournals.org/

D
ow

nloaded from
 

http://ehr.oxfordjournals.org/


598 REVIEWS OF BOOKS July

feeling that Washington and Adams existed in order to give full scope for
the display of Whig virtues. This is specially a danger in the case of a
writer whose tendency certainly is to be drawn aside from bis main issue
by picturesque and interesting episodes.

The method adopted also often brings about an arbitrary choice of inci-
dents and a luck of proportion in the treatment assigned to them. There is
certainly nothing in this book to show that the writer has made a careful
study of the early constitutional history of the colonies or of their
relations to the mother country. Yet without such study it is simply
impossible to understand the final struggle. And it certainly seems to me
that oven where Sir George Trevelyan has made any such study he has
not made it in the spirit of an impartial inquirer, but rather in that of an
advocate seeking for arguments on behalf of a case which he has already
prejudged. Sir George Trevelyan has read and refers to works of that
most fair-minded writer, the late Mr. Parkman. He is ready enough to
quote them when they emphasise the way in which the narrowness, the
arrogance, the unsympathetic hardness of English officials and English
soldiers alienated the colonists. Yet it is scarcely conceivable how any
fair-minded student of Parkman could have written such a passage as
this: ' Throughout a splendid and fruitful war Americans had fought
side by side with Englishmen as compatriots rather than auxiliaries.
They had given him (Pitt) cheerfully in men, in money, and in supplies
whatever he had asked to aid the national cause and secure the common
safety.' Those were the very things which, as every page of Parkman
shows, the colonists had not done. In isolated instances they had shown
military qualities of a high order. But it is not too much to say that the
conduct of the colonial Legislature, throughout, was marked by inertness,
by faction, by inability to see the real issue. Resolute and patriotic
governors such as Oinwiddie and Shirley were driven to despair by the
conduct of the colonial Assemblies. That tale is told plainly enough in
the pages of Mr. Parkman's greatest work,' Montcalm and Wolfe.' It is
told more fully but not more plainly in the official correspondence of the
time. It would no doubt be unfair to make all this matter of grave moral
blame to the colonists. There was nothing in their history to give them
any strong sense of common interests and purpose ; there was nothing in
the existing colonial system to make effectual united action possible. But
there remains the fact that the war with France had filled the minds of
English administrators with a belief that the colonists were deficient in
energy and in capacity for military organisation, and above all for united
action. Events showed that such an estimate was unjust, but I do not
think any one can study the history of the colonies and not see that it was
not wholly unfounded or unreasonable.

The same lack of previous study seriously impairs Sir George
Trevelyan's estimate of the individual actors whom he brings upon the
scene, and therefore of the affairs in which they took part. That his view
of the Revolution should specially concentrate itself on Boston is
natural. That was a stage on which all that was most stirring in the
early scenes of the drama was enacted. Massachusetts was, above all the
colonies, the chosen home of those political principles which it is Sir
George Trevelyan's purpose to glorify. Yet an account of the Revolu-
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1899 REVIEWS OF BOOKS 699

tiaa. is a very maimed and incomplete one which does not tell ns of the
influences at work in other colonies, and especially in Virginia. And
there at the outset no actor played so conspiouous and effective a part as
Patrick Henry. That his name should occur only once in Sir George
Trevelyan's book, that we should hear nothing of his antecedents and
personal character, is a strange omission. And it is, I think, all
the more strange because there is a very distinct individual likeness
between Henry and Sir George Trevelyan's own hero. Henry, like
Fox, won by the charm of a lovable nature the toleration and goodwill
of many who had neither sympathy with his views nor confidence in his
publio character. Like Fox, he combined rhetorical brilliancy and
boisterous energy with a real capacity for sustained work. He made his
first conspicuous entry on public life in his character of an advocate
acting as counsel on the popular side in one of those administrative
disputes which preceded and in a great measure brought about the final
rupture. It was then in a Virginia law court that the young orator
made that often-quoted comparison in which it was plainly hinted that
George III might expect the fate of tyrants such as Cesar and Charles I,
and then extricated himself by a dexterous evasion. The case turned on
the right of the laity to pay their tithes in tobacco at a fixed rate when
tobacco was cheap and in money when tobacco was dear. That right
had been conferred on them by an act of the Assembly. The king in
council vetoed that act. Nevertheless the Virginia tithe-payer claimed
the, right to act upon it, and that right was defended by Henry not so
nmoh on legal .as on moral and equitable grounds. This is how the act
is described by an impartial American writer, Mr. Coit Tyler, the
biographer of Patrick Henry:

Such, then, in all its fresh and unadorned rascality, was the famoua
' option law,' or ' twopenny act,' of 1758: an act firmly opposed, on its first
appearance in the legislature, by a noble minority of honourable men ; an act
clearly indicating among a portion of the people of Virginia a survival of the
old robber instincts of our Norse ancestors; an act having thore the sort of
frantic popularity that all laws are likely to have which give n dishonest advan-
tage to the debtor class—and in Virginia, unfortunately, on the subject of
salaries due to the clergy, nearly all persons above sixteen years of age belonged
to that class.1

These, be it observed, are the words of a writer whom Sir George
Trevelyan refers to with deserved approval. Constitutionally, it may be
said, the morality of the law and of Henry's defence of it had nothing to
do with the subsequent struggle. But they had much to do with the
ethics of that struggle, with the frame of mind in which the combatants
entered upon it; and it is with the ethical side of the struggle that Sir
George Trevelyan is largely, if not mainly, concerned.

A like instance may be found in bis treatment of the incident of
Hutchinson's letters. I would say at the outset that Sir George
Trevelyan does not seem to me to have any comprehension of the peculiar
and characteristic attitude and temper of Hutchinson. Hutchinson
furnishes as good an instance as could be found of the extent to which
an honest, thoughtful, and public-spirited citizen of Massachusetts could

. . . „ . ' Tylor'tf Life of Henry, pp. 37, 88.
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600 REVIEWS OF BOOKS July

without any keen admiration for George Ill 's methods of government,
yet through distrust of the anti-English faction at Boston, throw his
lot in wholly with the Loyalists. As an administrator, and especially as a
financier, he had done good service to his colony, by acts whioh, though
they incurred immediate unpopularity, were in the opinion of all men
vindicated by the result. He had expressed his disapproval of the
Stamp Act. Yet in the riots which that measure produced he had seen
his house sacked and an invaluable collection of archives scattered to the
winds. His own life would have been in great peril if it had not been
for the dauntless conduct of his daughter, who forced him to withdraw by
declaring that if he did not she would remain with him and share the
danger. He and certain other officials had written letters home strongly
hostile to the views of the popular party. There was, however, nothing
in Hutchinson's letters which were a novelty or could have been a
surprise to those who knew his opinions. They advocated measures for
which his preference had nover been concealed. These letters, as is well
known, were intercepted by Franklin and by him sent to Boston. Sir
George Trevelyan defends somewhat elaborately the action of Franklin.
It may be, as Sir George considers, that Franklin in this act did not in
any way fall below the recognised moral standard of his own day. At all
events, one may safely admit that such opponents as Wedderbum were
perfectly ready to trade on moral indignation which they did not in the
least share. But Sir George Trevelyan does not appear to see that the
matter of Hutchinson's letters touched upon much graver moral and
political issues than those involved in Franklin's conduct. No incident
in the whole struggle more fully illustrated the resolute, far-seeing,
unscrupulous policy of Samuel Adams and those who acted with him.
Care was taken that the letters should not be publicly and formally
produced till the minds of men had been thoroughly poisoned against
them by two processes. It was implied—Sir George Trevelyan's
language sanctions the implication—that there was a plot between
certain government officials, of whom Hutchinson was one, for the' injury
of Massachusetts. As a mutter of fact, there is nothing whatever to show
that the governor was in any way acting in concert with any other
official. Furthermore men were led to believe that Hutchinson was
hatching some secret plot, whereas he was in fact merely making recom-
mendations in conformity with the policy which he had over and over
again publicly advocated. I cannot, I think, do better than quote the
words used by the biographer—in the main the admiring biographer—of
Samuel Adams:

This transaction, which has been dwelt on at considerable length, deserves
attention because it is probably the least defensible proceeding in which the
patriots of New England wero concerned daring the Revolutionary struggle.
Nothing can be tnoro sly than the manoeuvring throughout . . . It is hard to
palliate the conduct of the patriots. Had the leaders lost in the excitement of
tho controversies the power of weighing words properly, and did they honestly
think Hutchinson's expressions deserved such an interpretation? Did they
honestly boliovc that it was right to hold him responsible for what Oliver and
Paxton had said ? Unfortunately there is Rome testimony to show that their
conduct was duo to deliberate artifice. Says their victim: ' When some of
the governor'h friends urged to the jiersons principally concerned . . . the
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1899 REVIEWS OF BOOKS 601

unwarrantableness of asserting or insinuating what they knew to be false and
injurioTU, they justified themselves from the necessity of the thing; the
public interest, the safety of the people, making it absolutely necessary that
his weight and influence among them should by any means whatever be
destroyed.' Further, if Hutchinson's testimony in his own cane is not to be
received, what are we to say of Franklin's suspicious hint, who, in transmitting
the letters, counsels the use of mystery and manoeuvring, that, ' as distant
objects seen only through a mist appear larger, the same may happen from the
mystery in this case.' There never were oooler heads 'than stood on the
shoulders of some of those leaders; it is impossible to think that they were
blinded.*

I would not for a moment conceal my own opinion that if a historian
most needs take sides Sir George Trevelyan has taken the right one.
His view is nearer the truth than that strangely paradoxical one which
at times ventures to show its head, and which represents the colonists u
ungrateful rebels against a wise and well-intentioned ruler. Neither Sir
George nor any other writer can exaggerate the blundering incapacity of
the British policy, civil and military alike. But it is a very different
thing to say as Sir George Trevelyan does, often in words and always by
implication, that all the moral and civic virtue was on the side of the
colonists. He represents, indeed, a phase of thought which American
writers themselves have by this time wholly outgrown. On this Bubject
I would quote two of them, to one at least of whom Sir George Trevelyan
himself refers with just praise:

Hardly have we known, seldom have we been reminded, that the side of the
Loyalists, as they called themselves, of the Tories, as they were scornfully nick-
named by their opponents, was even in argument not a weak one, and in
motive and sentiment not a base one, and in devotion and self-sacrifice not an
unheroic one . . . May we not now hope that it will not any longer cost ns too
great an effort to look calmly, even considerately, at least fairly, upon what, in
the words and acts of the Tories, our fathers and grandfathers could hardly
endure to look at all ? And, surely, our willingness to do all this can hardly be
lessened by the consideration that, ' in dealing with an enemy, not only dead,
but dead in exile and defeat, candor prescribes the fullest measure of generous
treatment.' At any rate, the American Revolution affords no exemption from
the general law of historic investigation—that the truth is to be found only by
him who searches for it with an unbiassed mind. Until we shall be able to take—
respecting the problems and the parties of other Bevoluttons, that is—the
attitude, not of hereditary partisans, but of scientific investigators—will it be
forbidden ns to acquire a thoroughly discriminating and just acquaintance with
that prodigious epoch in our history.'

Or again:

Impartial history will not palliate the barbarities that were committed by
either party ; but there can be no doubt that the Tory wrong-doings have been
grossly exaggerated, or at least have been dwelt upon as dreadful scenes of
depravity to form a background for the heroism and fortitude of the patriotic
party whose misdeeds are passed over very lightly. The methods of the growth
of popular mythology have been the same in America as elsewhere ; the gods of
one party have become the devils of the other. The haze of distance has thrown

1 Hosmer's Life of Samuel Adamt, pp. 229, 282, 288.
1 Tyler's Literary History of tlic American Revolution, pp. 29f>. 297.
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a halo around the American leaders, softening their outlines, obscuring their
faults, while the misdeeds of Tories and Hessians have grown with the growth
of years. Bnt it is an undoubted fact that there were outrages upon both sides,
brutal officers on both sides, bad treatment of prisoners on both sides, guerilla
warfare with all its evil cunconiitantH an both sides, and in these respect* the
Tories were no worse than thu Whigs. There wax not much to choose between
a Cowboy and a Skinner, very little difference between Major Ferguson'o com-
mand. Anil that of Marion and Luruter. There was no more orderly or better
behajnsd troop in either army than Simcoe'i Queen's Rangers ; possibly there
wesAone on either side as bad as the mixture of Iroquois Indians and Tory
half-breeds who were concerned in the massacres at Wyoming and Cherry
Valley . . .

..These convictions were undoubtedly strengthened by the abominable treat-
ment which many of them personally received. They were not apt to look with
greater favour upon a cause whose votaries had tried to recommend it to their
liking by breaking their windows, plundering tlieir houses, constantly insulting
them, their wives and their daughters, to say nothing of tarring and feathering
them, or of burning them in effigy. The penal measures imposed by the Parlia-
ment upon the town of Boston and the colony of Massachusetts had been called
upon themselves by the so-called patriots. One rather wonders at the slowness
and mildness of the British Government, and at their miserable inefficiency,
tbkn at any repressive measures that they undertook. They deserved to- lose
the colonies for their invincible stupidity, which led them from one blunder into
^Vffir^ ; they irritated when they ought either to have crushed or conciliated ;
they tried half-measures when vigorous action was necessary; they persisted in
affronting all the other colonies while they failed in chastising sedition in
Massachusetts. The result was that they drove many men, who were loyal
subjects of Great Britain in 1774, into revolution in 1776, while they allowed the
rebels of Massachusetts to wreck vengeance at their will upon those who had
been faithful in their allegiance to their king.4

Indiscriminate praise and indiscriminate invective invariably bring
their own Nemesis by missing the real points where praise and blame are
appropriate. Sir George deals with the colonists as the writer of a fairy
tale deals with the hero, on whom he bestows a flying horse, megic
armour,' and a cap of darkness. He so loads them with the virtues
needful for success that all the credit due to their rulers in the council
chamber and their leaders in the field vanishes. Washington and
JEranklin were great, not because they were simply advancing to a pre-
ordained success, but because with supreme patienoe they were striving
egainat sloth, disunion, ignorance, and presumption. So too it seems to
me that Sir George misses the whole moral of such incidents as the
Boston Massacre and the Tea Riots. What they did show wea too
astounding capacity of the Boston leaders for using edged tools without
cutting themselves, for making an instrument out of anarchy, for dis-
cerning the exact point at which mob violence would beoome dangerous
to their own cause and at once checking its further course. In the
same way Sir George shows but little perception of those individual
gradations of character which mark off men fighting under the same
flag. All AiT|Ari(wnH are enlightened patriots; all the adherents of
George III are ignorant and wrong-headed oppressors. Thus praise and
blame alike miss the mark. Washington and John Adams deserve

4 Ferguson's Esaayi on American History, pp. 169-176.
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something better than to be grouped with a heady rhetorician lihe
Warren, who desired revolution and strife for their own sake. Political
vermin like Sandwich and Bigby escape unhurt under a general con-
demnation which includes an honourable and well-intentioned man such
as North.

There are moreover two important aspects of the matter which Sir
George • Trevelyan wholly overlooks. There was, as has been clearly
pointed out by Mr. Lecky, and as is fully acknowledged by the biographer
of Samuel Adams whom I have quoted above, a section of the American
patriots headed by Adams who were fully determined to thwart any
attempt at conciliation. That section was not numerous', but it was able,
influential, well organised, and unscrupulous. Those who belonged to it
clearly showed that it was their policy to stimulate and intensify every
germ of disaffection, to press to the very utmost every ground of dispute.
It may be that the blundering tyranny of the king, the subservience of
ministers, the ignoranoe and corruption of parliament would ha've brought
about disruption in any case, and would have driven moderate men among
the colonists into the ranks of the revolutionary party. But it is certain
that those who, like Dartmouth and North, wore anxious for a compromise
which should not be a surrender were throughout thwarted by the action
of the extreme party among the colonists.

J . Again, Sir George Trevelyan does not seem to perceive how largely
the trouble was due, not to the incapacity or misconduct of individuals,
but to defects in our parliamentary system. It is impossible to read tho
various debates on the great colonial questions, such as the Stamp Act
^ the Declaration Aot, and not see how in such a crisis the party

p is beset wish dangers. Harmless proposals and necessary criti-
ctEms become inevitably tainted with suspicion when delivered by men
T7hose avowed position is that of advocates. It is painful to think how
different might have been the result if questions of colonial administra-
tion had come, as they wonld at the present day have, before a competent
and responsible department, detached from party influences, largely
governed by official traditions, and informed by the knowledge and
intelligence of trained experts. That, however, is a view to which Sir
George Trevelyan, trained in the party system and steeped in reverence
for ,parliamentary government, could hardly do justice. And with
that side of his work before us, one is tempted to ask, Can a strong
party politician write the history of a period in which party issues
meat him at every turn ? The practical exigencies of politics leave no
-place for those nicely balanced judgments, or for that thoughtful and
discriminating analysis of actions and motives, which are the first duty of
the historian. It is not in human nature suddenly to discard mental
habits which it has been a duty to cultivate and develope.

Lastly, I would say that there seems to me to be one strange incon-
gruity between the biographical and the historical side of Sir George
Tuprolyan's work. As a historian he preaches the doctrine that the
fefearmining forces which gave success to the colonists were mainly moral
forces. England was steeped in profligacy; America was the home
0? Bspublican simplicity. The view is in itself, I think, somewhat
exaggaratsd, . London was not England, any more.th$n Boston was
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America. Drinking and gaming were not all unknown among New York
merchants and Virginian planters. But apart from that, how is this
view to be reconciled with the glorification of Fox? In him, more
perhaps than in any contemporary public man, were embodied those very
tendencies to which Sir George Trevelyan ascribes the misfortunes of his
country. In real truth Sir George Trevelyan has too much sympathy with
his hero, and the class to which he belongs, to estimate justly their pl&ee in
history. Filled with whig traditions, he keeps his real affections for the
whig aristocracy and their life—a life in which the prizes of politics were
fought for strenuously and not always too scrupulously, yet in the main
with honesty and public spirit. At the same time, like those whom he
tdmires, he offers a tribute of conventional respect to republican ideals of
life which never had any actual existence.

There is so much in Sir George Trevelyan'a attitude towards history
and towards letters that is attractive that it neither seems a gracious
task, nor is a pleasant one, to criticise him unfavourably; but mogis
arnica veritas. J. A. DOYLE.

A History of the Colonisation of Africa by Alien Race*. By SIB HABBY
H. JOHNSTON, K.C.B. (Cambridge: University Press. 1899.)

Sot H. JOHNSTON observes in a prefatory note that the editor of the
' Cambridge Historical ' series asked him to compile this work;
' otherwise,' he says,

it i§ doubtful whether I should have applied myself to a ta*k which, until
I had commenced it, appeared to me an act of supererogation in the presence of
such admirable existing works on African history as those of Mr. McCall Theal,
Dr. Scott Keltie, Mr. C. P. Lucas, Sir Edward Hertslet, and others. But when
I was made aware that no attempt had yet been nude to mimnrmriyi and
review in a single book the general history of the attempts of Asia and Europe
to colonise Africa during the historical period, I admitted that there might be
room and usefulness for such a work, and have since attempted to fulfil the taak
to the best of my ability.

Sir H. Johnston has succeeded in compressing into this smell
volume a very large amount of information, occasionally, as in the
case of the interesting chapter on the slave trade, information which
gains vividness from direct personal experience. In a series of short
chapters he has summed up the principal events in the history of the
efforts of the Portuguese, Dutch, English, and other nations to establish
themselves in Africa, and there are special chapters gnmrnnriiring well and
succinctly the history of the slave trade, of exploration, and of missions.
It must, however, be confessed that the interest and value of the book
suffer from the inevitable compression of so enormous a subject into one
small volume. It would have been especially interesting in a history of
colonisation to have had more detailed accounts of the internal histories
and development of Algeria and of South Africa, including the Dutch
republics—that is, of the growth of those communities which are the only
colonies in the popular sense of the word which Europe can claim to have
planted in Africa. These subjects are indeed not omitted, there being, for
instanoe, a summary of the history of French settlement in Algeria, in
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